
OFFICIAL
DOCUMENTS

CONSORTIUM PERFORMANCE AGREEMENT fo'6 o

UNDER THE CGIAR FUND (MTO 069018)

FOR CRP 3.5: Grain Legumes - Leveraging legumes to combat poverty, hunger,
malnutrition and environmental degradation

This Consortium Performance Agreement (the "CPA") is entered into by and between:

- the Fund Council of the CGIAR Fund (the "Fund Council"), represented by the

International Bank for Reconstruction and Development (the "World Bank"), and

- the International Plant Genetic Resources Institute (operating under the name of

Bioversity International, hereafter referred to as "Bioversity"), on behalf of the

Consortium of International Agricultural Research Centers (the "Consortium")

(the Consortium together with the Fund Council are collectively referred to as the "Parties").

WHEREAS the Parties are entering into this CPA for the CGIAR Research Program (the "CRP")

entitled "Grain Legumes - Leveraging legumes to combat poverty, hunger, malnutrition and

environmental degradation" to be financed in whole or in part by the CGIAR Fund

(MTO No. 069018) (the "CGIAR Fund");

WHEREAS on October 28, 2010, the CGIAR Fund was established;

WHEREAS donors to the CGIAR Fund (each a "Fund Donor") and the World Bank as trustee (the

"Trustee") have entered into Contribution Agreements and Contribution Arrangements for the

purpose of contributing funds to the CGIAR Fund (the "Contribution Agreements and

Arrangements" or the "Contribution Agreements or Arrangements," as the case may be);

WHEREAS on April 15, 2011 the Parties entered into a Joint Agreement setting out certain terms

and conditions governing the submission and approval of CRP proposals, the implementation and

use of funds in resulting CRPs, including, with respect to the Consortium and Centers, the

treatment of System Costs (the "Joint Agreement");

WHEREAS, the World Bank is signing this CPA solely in its capacity as signatory for the Fund

Council as the Fund Council does not have legal personality, and not in its capacity as Trustee,

Fund Office or in any other role, except as otherwise provided herein;

WHEREAS, the Consortium is a contractual joint venture set up among the 15 International

Agricultural Research Centers supported by the CGIAR under the Agreement establishing the

Consortium of International Agricultural Research Centers signed on April 29, 2010 and governed

by the rules of the Constitution annexed to that agreement;

WHEREAS, pending its formal establishment as an international organization and until it is ready

to carry out its business in its own name (the "Interim Period"), the Consortium shall draw on the

legal personality of Bioversity, a Center which has its international headquarters in Maccarese,

Italy and an office in Montpellier, France, and which is authorized to enter into agreements and

contract obligations on behalf of the Consortium under a Memorandum of Understanding between

Bioversity and the Consortium Board on behalf of the Consortium dated February 23, 2011 (the

"Bioversity MOU"); and
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WHEREAS a revised proposal dated August 15, 2012, which was submitted by the Consortium to
the Fund Council and attached hereto as Exhibit 1) (the "CRP proposal"), was approved by the
Fund Council as of October 16, 2012 as recorded in agreed minutes of the Fund Council attached
hereto as Exhibit 2 (the "Fund Council Approval");

NOW THEREFORE, the Parties hereto agree as follows:

1. Based on the Fund Council Approval and as set forth in the CRP proposal, the amount of
funds from Window I and Window 2 of the CGIAR Fund that may be transferred to the Lead
Center as part of this CRP is US$95.173 million (ninety five million one hundred seventy three
thousand United States dollars) (or the equivalent thereof) (the Fund Council-Allocated
Component); the Total Budget for this CRP is US$139.135 million (one hundred thirty nine million
one hundred thirty five thousand United States dollars)(or the equivalent thereof). The Consortium
agrees, and shall require the Lead Center for each CRP and, through such Lead Center, any other
Centers or Partners participating in such CRP to agree, that this amount and any income earned
thereon ("Investment Income") will be used only for the purposes described in the CRP proposal
and will be governed by the terms and conditions of the Joint Agreement, which is incorporated by
reference herein, and this CPA.

2. Following the Effective Date (as defined below), the Trustee shall disburse the Window I
and Window 2 Funds (as defined in the Joint Agreement) to the Lead Center as follows in
accordance with a proper Payment Request received by the Trustee from the Consortium prior to
each such disbursement, at all times subject to the availability of funds:

(in $ million)
Year 1 Year 2 Year 3 TOTAL

Window I and Window 2 20.227 33.380 41.566 95.173

Window 3 and Bilateral 18.626 14.628 10.708 43.962

Total Budget 38.852 48.008 52.274 139.135

For clarity, the Fund Council understood, and the Consortium concurred, that the amounts provided
for (i) the Fund Council-Allocated Component correspond to the sums of the amounts in the "Total
CGIAR Window 1&2" and "Funding Gap" lines and (ii) the Window 3 and Bilateral Component
correspond to the "Bilateral funding (secured)" line, respectively, in Table 22 in the CRP proposal.

For clarity, the Parties also agree that the activities to be financed from the Total Budget of thisCRP shall be limited to activities contemplated under the CRP commencing or taking place only
after the Fund Council Approval or, if applying amounts from the Total Budget for retroactive
payment of expenditures, commencing July 1, 2012 or later, and understand that expenditures
occurring prior to July 1, 2012 may, as allowed, be financed under the CRP entitled "2012Transition Funding."

It is understood that the Trustee will transfer Window 3 Funds to Centers so designated by FundDonors in Contribution Agreements and Arrangements pursuant to a W3 Transfer Agreement
entered into by the Trustee and each such Center, and that a portion of such Window 3 Funds may
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constitute a portion of the Window 3 and Bilateral Component, as set out in the attached CRP

proposal.

3. Following disbursement by the Trustee, (i) the Consortium shall have full fiduciary

responsibility to the Fund Donors and the Fund Council for use of Window I and 2 Funds

disbursed and the implementation of the CRP in accordance with the terms of the Contribution

Agreements or Arrangements, the governing Fund Use Agreements to which the Consortium is a

party, including the Joint Agreement, this Consortium Performance Agreement and any relevant

W3 Transfer Agreements, and (ii) the World Bank in any capacity will have no responsibility to the

Fund Donors, the Fund Council or otherwise for the Consortium's handling of the funds from the

CGIAR Fund or the activities carried out with such funds. The Consortium shall have no

responsibility to supervise or monitor use of Window 3 Funds, and Fund Donors shall have no

specific rights of recourse with respect to Window 3 Funds under this Consortium Performance

Agreement, except that in the event a Center implementing the CRP fails to use Window 3 Funds

for implementation of the SRF or in accordance with the Common Operational Framework, (i) the

Consortium may take whatever corrective actions it considers appropriate and within its purview;

and (ii) the Trustee, in its discretion or as instructed by Fund Council decisions, may withhold

further disbursements from the CGIAR Fund to that Center. In the event questions of

interpretation regarding the use of Window 3 Funds arise, (i) decisions about what constitutes

activities for implementing the SRF shall be made by the Consortium in consultation with the Fund

Council, and (ii) decisions about compliance with the Common Operational Framework shall be

made jointly by the Consortium and the Fund Council. Nothing in this CPA shall preclude Fund

Donors from entering into side agreements with individual Centers for use of Window 3 Funds

financed by their Contributions.

4. The Consortium agrees to exercise its fiduciary duties over the use of Window I and

Window 2 Funds.

5. The offices responsible for the Consortium, Fund Council, Fund Office and Trustee for

coordination of all relevant matters related to the implementation of this CPA, including providing

or being provided any notice, taking any action and executing any documents required or permitted

pursuant to this CPA, are, except as may be notified in writing to the other Contact:

For the Consortium (the "Consortium Contact"):

Chief Executive Officer, Consortium
c/o Agropolis International
Avenue Agropolis
34394 Montpellier cedex 5
FRANCE
Tel: + 33 (0)4 67 04 75 31
Fax: + 33 (0)4 67 04 75 83

Email: consortiumgcgiar.ori
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For the Trustee (the "Trustee Contact"):

Director
Multilateral Trusteeship and Innovative Financing
The World Bank
1818 H Street, NW
Washington, DC 20433, U.S.A.
Tel: + 1202 458 0019
Fax: + 1 202 614 0249

For the Fund Council (the "Fund Council Contact")

Chair of the CGIAR Fund Council
Vice President, Sustainable Development Network
The World Bank
1818 H Street, NW
Washington, DC 20433, U.S.A.
Tel: + 1 202 458 7405
Fax: + 1 202 522 7122

For the Fund Office (the "Fund Office Contact"):

Executive Secretary, CGIAR Fund Council and
Head, CGIAR Fund Office
The World Bank
1818 H Street, NW
Washington, DC 20433, USA
Tel: +1202 473 8918
Fax: +1 202 473 8110

6. The offices responsible for each of the Fund Donors for coordination of any relevant
matters related to implementation of this CPA, including providing or being provided any notice,taking any action or executing any documents required and permitted pursuant to this CPA, are asspecified as the "Donor Contact" in the respective Contribution Agreements or Arrangements with
the Trustee. The Fund Office agrees to notify (i) each of the then-current Fund Donors in the eventthe Consortium Contact changes, and (ii) the Consortium Contact in the event any Donor Contact
changes or is added to the CGIAR Fund.

7. The Fund Council and the Consortium will be responsible only for performing theirrespective functions specifically set forth in the Joint Agreement and this CPA and will not besubject to any other duties or responsibilities, including, without limitation, any duties orobligations that might otherwise apply to a fiduciary or trustee under general principles of trust orfiduciary law. Nothing in this Consortium Performance Agreement will be considered a waiver ofany privileges or immunities of the Fund Council, the Fund Donors, the World Bank, theConsortium or Bioversity under their respective Articles of Agreement or equivalent documentsand any applicable law, all of which are expressly reserved.

8. The Consortium consents to the disclosure of this CPA and related information inaccordance with the World Bank's policy on disclosure of information. This provision willcontinue in full force and effect following completion of all CGIAR Fund disbursements andtermination of the Contribution Agreement or Arrangement.
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9. This Consortium Performance Agreement may be terminated by either the Fund Council or

the Consortium upon 180 days prior written notice. Additionally, in the event the Trustee exercises

its right of suspension and/or termination under the Contribution Agreements and Arrangements,

the Trustee shall consult with the Fund Council and the Consortium to determine the subsequent

measures to be taken with respect to the CGIAR Fund (as provided in the Contribution Agreements

and Arrangements), and the Consortium shall accordingly agree to suspend activities under or

terminate, as the case may be, this CPA. In the event of any such termination, unless the Fund

Council and the Consortium agree on another course of action, (i) any agreement entered into prior

to the termination between the Consortium and any consultants and/or other third parties will

remain in effect and be unaffected by the termination, and (ii) the Consortium will be entitled to

continue to request disbursement of amounts from the Fund Council-Allocated Component in

respect of such agreements to the extent contemplated in the Fund Council-Allocated Component

and necessary to fulfill the Consortium's obligations thereunder as if this CPA had not been

terminated. The Consortium shall cause all other amounts from the Fund Council-Allocated

Component remaining with the Lead Center or other Centers or Partners participating in the CRP

after such termination, along with Investment Income thereon, to be returned to the Trustee for

deposit into the CGIAR Fund (or returned to the Fund Donors pro rata to their respective

contributions to the CGIAR Fund if the CGIAR Fund has been closed).

10. Except with respect to clauses that by their nature are meant to survive, this CPA shall

terminate upon the completion of the CRP.

11. This CPA may be amended only by written statement between the Fund Council and the

Consortium. In the event of conflict between this CPA and the Joint Agreement, the Joint

Agreement shall prevail.

12. This Consortium Performance Agreement will come into operation on the date of the last

duly authorized signature provided below (the "Effective Date").

13. Once the Consortium has been established with its own legal personality as an international

organization and is ready to conduct operations in its own name, the Consortium may request

approval from the Fund Council to transfer the rights and obligations contracted by Bioversity on

behalf of the Consortium under this CPA to such international organization. If approved by the

Fund Council, then such rights and obligations shall transfer to such international organization as

of the date of such approval or as otherwise specified by the Fund Council, and the Interim Period

shall end on that date. Until such date, Bioversity shall have the rights and obligations contracted

on behalf of the Consortium under this CPA, and shall be responsible for any liabilities incurred on

behalf of the Consortium under this CPA, notwithstanding any termination of the Bioversity MOU

or any termination under Section 9 above. As provided in the Bioversity MOU, any such liability

of the Consortium or (during the Interim Period) Bioversity shall be paid from the Funds of the

Consortium, as such term is defined therein, subject to the consent of the Fund Council, and shared

jointly and severally among all Centers concerned for any liabilities that are greater than the assets

held by or on behalf of the Consortium.
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THE FUND COUNCIL,
By the International Bank for Reconstruction and Development,

Rachel Kyte
Vice President, Sstainable Development Network

THE INTERNATIONAL PLANT GENETIC RESOURCES INSTITUTE,
on behalf of the Consortium

Emile Frison
Director General

Date /___of__o____
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EXHIBIT 1

APPROVED CRP 3.5 PROPOSAL-
GRAIN LEGUMES - LEVERAGING LEGUMES TO COMBAT POVERTY,
HUNGER, MALNUTRITION AND ENVIRONMENTAL DEGRADATION
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EXHIBIT 2

MINUTES OF FUND COUNCIL MEETING ON DECEMBER 8-9, 2011 (excerpt):

CGIAR Fund Council
December 8-9, 2011

Rome, Italy
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EXHIBIT 2

MINUTES OF FUND COUNCIL MEETING OF DECEMBER 8-9, 2011 (excerpt):

CGIAR Fund Council
December 8-9, 2011

Rome, Italy

* CRP 3.6 - Dryland Cereals: A global alliance for improving food security, nutrition and economic growth

for the world's most vulnerable poor - The overall proposal (program content, total budget and its

components) was Approved with Conditions (Category II)

o Must Haves: Please see Annex 3

Annex 3

CRP3.6 - Dryland Cereals: A global alliance for improving food security, nutrition and economic growth for

the world's most vulnerable poor

A. Fund Council Decision: CATEGORY H - Approval with conditions; revised proposal to be submitted to

FC

CATEGORY II: Approval with conditions
* 'Must haves'
* ISPC review of revised CRP proposal with 'Must haves' addressed

* Virtual 'no-objection' approval of the revised proposal by the Fund Council

* If there is objection, decision taken at a face to face Fund Council Meeting

B. 'Must haves'

From ISPC2:

1. Provide an improved analysis and presentation of the target populations who can realistically be expected to

benefit from the CRP 3.6 research;
2. Justify and prioritize better the proposed work plans on a crop-specific basis; pool research efforts in identified

areas across two or more of the dryland cereals for greater efficiency;

3. Reduce the scope of research in terms of crops and target areas when likely effectiveness of the research at

scale cannot be demonstrated;
4. Do an analysis of current work to identify barriers to adoption and shifting to new areas of innovative research

and approaches to overcome these barriers;
5. Present new and innovative approaches to overcome constraints to adoption of the range of technologies by the

poor and vulnerable, particularly in Africa, and to increase the likelihood of impacts in their livelihoods;

6. Present realistic and research-specific impact pathways that carefully address the conditioning factors and

incorporate feedback loops;

7. Show better integration of CRP3.6 with CRP1.1 (Dryland Systems), as well as justification for their separate

identities or merger; there needs to be a plan to monitor the impact pathways for CRP 3.6 cereals research

drawing lessons from both CRPs;



8. Streamline the governance and management structure providing for independence in decision making,monitoring and evaluation: (i) structure and resource the Advisory Panel with formal oversight by the Lead
Center Board; (ii) address redundancies in the Steering Committee and the Program Management Team; (iii)
strengthen the role and authority of the CRP Director; and (iv) clarify and adequately resource the CRP
management functions (including communications, resource mobilization, and program evaluation).

2 More detailed commentary is posted on the FC6 documents website as:
http://www.cgiarfund.org/cgiarfund/sites/cgiarf1nd.org/files/Documents/PDF/crp3.6_ispc_commentary_octl3_201l.pdf

From FC Members:
1. Strengthen the case for this CRP at two levels - explaining why CGIAR and its partners must invest in dry land

cereals and why they should invest through a specific CRP dedicated to these dry land cereals as opposed to
integrating these activities in other CRPs;

2. Greater consideration should be given to the potential of local innovation to inspire novel research, and impact
pathways should be significantly improved;

3. Provide further attention to Monitoring and Evaluation system;
4. Elaborate on the synergies and working interactions with other CRPs, in particular CRP 1.1, but also CRP 4 and

CRP 7;
5. Elaborate on communicating results in different ways and specifically to women stakeholders;
6. Further clarification and justification for the priorities and proposed budget allocations among SOs and the DCs

are required;
7. Focus more on the specific conditions of the targeted population (where and who live - the people for which an

appropriate research program on dryland cereals can really make a difference);
8. Present evidence of linkages with the Regional Fora and other constituencies and/or community of practitioners

in the development of the proposal. There is no indication of relative allocation of resources between the
CGIAR centers involved and partners;

9. Provide information on formal commitment of other partners in the budget, beyond statements of expected
contributions in kind and/or activities to be conducted;

10. Explore linkage to CCAFS and to view the proposed research through a 'climate smart agriculture' lens.

Summary of Budgets:

CRP No CRP Title Lead Total Funds from No of
Center Budget W1&W2 ($ M) Years

CRP5 Water, Land and Ecosystems IWMI 246.254 163.781 3
Category I -Approval with conditions

CRP3.5 Grain Legumes: Leveraging legumes to ICRISAT 138.119 94.157 3
combat poverty, hunger, malnutrition and
environmental degradation

CRP3.6 Dryland Cereals: A global alliance for ICRISAT 78.814 50.383 3
improving food security, nutrition and
economic growth for the world's most
vulnerable poor

CRP1.2 Humidtropics: Integrated Systems for the IITA 144.418 69.192 3
Humid Tropics

Decision Lead Center Total Budget ($M) Funds from No of
W1&W2 $M Years



CIRCULATION OF REVISED CRP PROPOSAL FOR FUND COUNCIL APPROVAL

(email to Fund Council dated February 23, 2012):
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File In WBDocs Status: Submitted for processing to W3Dcs

FOR DECISION: Revi'sed CRP3.5 and CRP3.6 Proposals
CGIAR Fund to: fundcouncil 02/23/2012 06:36 PM

202-473-8951 CGIAR
c.perezdelcastillo, Pamela R. Crivelli, kcassmanl, jilottman2,
R.Malan

Bcc: CGIAR Fund Office - Washington, wbdocsiastaging

Dear Fund Council Members,

(Note: In accordance with Section 15 of the CGIAR Fund Council's Rules of Procedure regarding

decisions without a meeting, this message is copied to all Fund Donors for their information.

ONLY Fund Council Members are requested to respond to the Decision Item)

The following item is for your decision:

CRP Matters: ISPC Commentaries on the Revised CRP3.5 and CRP3.6 Proposals. In a message

dated Feb 6, 2012 (Ref. No. 05-0206-2012), we informed you of the Consortium's submission of

the revised CRP3.5 proposal "Grain Legumes," and CRP3.6 proposal "Dryland Cereals," and that

they had been posted on the research portfolio section of the CGIAR Fund web site:

hnd.org/cgiarfund/research portfolio. We would like to inform you that the

ISPC commentaries on the two proposals are now available. Please find them attached.

Action Requested:
-- In accordance with the process agreed at the April 2011 meeting of the Fund Council (FC4),

the revised CRP3.5 and CRP3.6 proposals are now presented for Fund Council's virtual approval

on a 'no objection' basis. Please send your objections, if any, to the Fund Office at

<cgiarfund(cgiar.org> by Mar 6, 2012.

Best wishes,

Jonathan Wadsworth
Executive Secretary
CGIAR Fund Council

ISPC commentay on revised CRP3.5 Grain Legumes (Feb 22.2012)pd

ISPC Commentary on revised CRP 3.6 Dryland Cereals (Feb 23. 2012).pdf

To: Fundcouncil@Lists.Cgiarfund.Org
cc: C.Perezdelcastillo@Cgiar.Org

Pamela R. Crivelli



DECISION ON REVISED CRP PROPOSAL AS OF MARCH 3,2012

(email of Fund Council virtual decision):
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1) CRP Matters: Revised CRP3.5 and CRP3.6 proposals; 2) FC7 Matters: a)

Revised FC7 Provisional Agenda; b) Explanatory Note on CGIAR IA Report;

3) For INFORMATION: a) Consortium 10 Status; b) GCARD 2 Revised

Proposal; c) FAO Vacancy Announcement for Head of IEA (Ref. No.

08-0303-2012)
CGIAR Fund to: fundcouncil 03/03/2012 01:27 PM

202-473-8951 CGIAR
Sent by: Iftikhar,Mostafa

c.perezdelcastillo, Pamela R. Crivelli, kcassmanl, jlottman2,
Cc. R.Malan
Bcc: Loriza Dagdag

Dear Fund Council Members,

1. CRP Matters

Revised CRP3.5 and CRP3.6 proposals. In a message dated Feb. 23, 2012, we presented for

Fund Council's virtual approval on a 'no objection' basis the revised CRP3.5 proposal "Grain

Legumes," and CRP3.6 proposal "Dryland Cereals," which were submitted by the Consortium.

We would like to inform you that the following Fund Council members have sent notification to

the Fund Office of their objection to the virtual approval of these proposals: European

Commission, Sweden, Switzerland, and United Kingdom. They indicated that "the reasons for

this objection are detailed in the ISPC comments on these revised proposals."

In accordance with the Fund Council's decision-making process on CRP proposals, a discussion

on each of these proposals will be held at FC7. The provisional FC7 agenda has therefore been

revised to reflect these additional items.

2. FC7 Matters

a) Revised FC7 Provisional Agenda (March 2): For the reason specified under item 1) above,

the FC7 Provisional Agenda was revised to include CRP3.5 and CRP3.6 proposals as additional

agenda items, i.e. Agenda Items 12a and 12b, respectively. You will find the revised timed

agenda attached. The relevant documents for the two additional items have also been posted

at: http://www.cgiarfund.org/cgiarfund/7th-fund council meeting.

b) Explanatory Note on the CGIAR IA Report: In connection with Agenda Item 9 (CGIAR

Principles on Intellectual Assets), an explanatory note was prepared in response to request

from donors to provide more explicit details on what the high level report from the Consortium

to the FC will contain. This note is provided (see attached) as an additional background

document.

3. For INFORMATION

a) CGIAR Consortium attains International Organization status: We are pleased to inform you

that the CGIAR Consortium on March 2, 2012 attained International Organization status. You

will find detailed information regarding this on the following website:

http://consortium.cgiar.org/a-major-step-in-the-fight-against-hunger-as-cgiar-consortium-attai
ns-international-organization-status/.



b) GCARD 2 Revised Proposal: Following the Consortium Board Meeting at the end of February
2012, the Consortium submitted GCARD 2 Revised Proposal to the Fund Council on March 3,
which is attached for information at this stage. Immediately after FC7, the GCARD 2 budget
proposal will be submitted to the Fund Council for decision on an electronic "no-objection"
basis.

c) FAO Vacancy Announcement for Head of IEA: We are pleased to inform you that the search
and selection process for the Head of IEA is now underway with the posting of the FAO
Vacancy Announcement for the position. The web address is as follows:
http://www.fao.org/employment/empl-seniorievellen/ You are encouraged to share this
information with your professional networks.

Best wishes,

Jonathan Wadsworth
Executive Secretary
CGIAR Fund Council

Proviional Agenda of FC7(Revised - Mar 2. 2G12);di Explanatory Note on the CGIAR IA Repotpdf

GCARD2 Revised Proposal to CGIAR FC.pdf

CGIAR Fund Office
1818 H Street, NW, MSN P6-601
Washington, DC 20433 USA
1.202.473.8951 / www.cgiarfund.org

To: Fundcouncl@Lists.Cgiarfund.Org
cc C.PerezdeIcastillo@Cgiar.Org

Pamela R. Crivelli
Kcassmanl@UnlEdu

bec: Loriza Dagdag



MINUTES OF FUND COUNCIL MEETING ON MARCH 7-8, 2012 (excerpt):

CGIAR Fund Council
March 7-8, 2012

Seattle, Washington
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[Following objection during the virtual approval process, the CRP3.5 and CRP3.6 proposal was

discussed at the March 2012 Fund Council Meeting.]

MINUTES OF FUND COUNCIL MEETING ON MARCH 7-8, 2012 (excerpt):

CGIAR Fund Council
March 7-8, 2012

Seattle, Washington

CRP 3.6 Proposal (Revised): Dryland Cereals

The overall proposal (program content, total budget and its components) was approved with conditions

(Cat H decision), i.e. subject to meeting fully the following 'must haves':

ISPC 'must haves':
I. Provide an improved analysis and presentation of the target populations who can realistically be

expected to benefit from the CRP 3.6 research;
2. Better justify and prioritize proposed work plans on a crop-specific basis; pool research efforts in

identified areas across two or more of the dryland cereals for greater efficiency;

3. Reduce the scope of research in terms of crops and target areas when likely effectiveness of the

research at scale cannot be demonstrated;
4. Do an analysis of current work to identify barriers to adoption and shifting to new areas of

innovative research and approaches to overcome these barriers;

5. Present new and innovative approaches to overcome constraints to adoption...;

6. Present realistic and research-specific impact pathways that carefully address the conditioning
factors and incorporate feedback loops; and

7. Show better integration of CRP3.6 with CRP 1.1, as well as justification for their separate

identities or merger; there needs to be a plan to monitor the impact pathways for CRP 3.6 cereals

research drawing lessons from both CRPs.

FC 'must haves':
1. Provide further attention to Monitoring and Evaluation system;

2. Present evidence of linkages with the Regional Fora; and
3. Provide information on formal commitment of other partners.



Decision Matrix:

CRP No CRP Title Lead Center/ Total Funds from No of
Institution Budget W1&W2 Years

($m) ($m)

In Trust for the Bioversity 108.600 92.700 5
International Community:
Plan and Partnership for
Managing and Sustaining
CGIAR-held Collections
(Genebanks)

Category II Decision - Approval with conditions
CRP1.2 Humid Tropics IITA 144.417 69.192 3
CRP3.5 Grain Legumes ICRISAT 139.135 95.173 3
CRP3.6 Dryland Cereals ICRISAT 84.328 55.898 3

CRP1.1 Agrobiodiversity ICARDA/ 49.665 12.774 3
SRT5 BioVersity

Proponents of CRP1.2, CRP3.5 and CRP3.6 should take the necessary time to adequately address
the 'must haves' The FC request that the 'must haves' are fully met The fundamental aspects
raised by ISPC on the CRP3.6 proposal should be given special attention.



CIRCULATION OF REVISED CRP PROPOSAL FOR FUND COUNCIL APPROVAL
(email to Fund Council dated October 1, 2012):
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CRP Matters; FC8 Matters; Funders Forum; Other items Previously
Submitted for Virtual Decision; Joint meeting of FC and Consortium (Ref.
No. 27-1001-2012)
CGIAR Fund to: fundcouncil 10/01/2012 10:26 PM

202-473-8951 CGIAR
Sent by: Iftikhar Mostafa

Cc: c.perezdelcastillo, f.rijsberman, Pamela R. Crivelli,
kcassmanl, jlottman2, R.Malan

Dear Fund Council Members,

The following items are for your information and action:

1. CRP Matters

a) ISPC Commentaries on the Revised CRP3.5 and CRP3.6 Proposals. In a previous message

(Ref. No. 23-0822-2012), we informed you of the Consortium's submission of the revised

CRP3.5 (Grain Legumes) and CRP3.6 (Dryland Cereals) proposals and that they had been posted

on the CGIAR Fund web site with the following links: http://cgiarfund.org/crp grain legumes

and
http://cgiarfund.org/crp dryland cereals. We are pleased to inform you that the ISPC

commentaries on the proposals are now available. They are attached and are also posted on

the same site as the proposals.

Action Requested:
-- In accordance with the process agreed at the April 2011 meeting of the Fund Council (FC4),

the revised CRP3.5 and CRP3.6 proposals are now presented for Fund Council's virtual approval

on a 'no objection' basis. Please send your objections, if any, to the Fund Office at

<cgiarfund(cgiar.org> by October 15, 2012.

b) Revised CRP1.2 Proposal. In a message dated Sep 15, 2012 (Ref. No. 26-0915-2012), we

presented the revised version of the CRP1.2- Humidtropics proposal submitted by the

Consortium for Fund Council's virtual approval on a 'no objection' basis. We would like to

inform you that no objection was received from any Fund Council member during the

comment period. The revised CRP1.2 proposal is therefore considered approved.

2. FC8 Matters. We would like to thank those who provided comments on the draft FC8

agenda. Attached is the revised provisional FC8 agenda. There are changes both in the timing

of the sessions and items in the agenda. The meeting will now be held only in two afternoon

sessions: the first one is in the afternoon of Oct 31, 2012 (Wednesday) and the second is in the

afternoon of Nov 1, 2012 (Thursday). One reason for the changes in timing is to accommodate

a number of small group meetings and bilateral discussions that need to take place before the

opening session of FC8. A number of 'For Information' items (e.g. reports from the Fund Office



and Consortium) have been excluded from the agenda; however, written reports on those will
be made available to the Fund Council as part of the meeting documents. The item on ISPC
membership which is 'For Decision" has also been excluded because we were advised that the
search process being conducted by the search panel will not be completed in time for the
meeting. The panel's recommendation will be presented to the Fund Council for virtual
decision at a later time.

We will begin posting the meeting documents for FC8 on the FC meeting web site on Oct 10,
2012.

3. Funders Forum. A draft agenda for the Funders Forum which will take place on Nov 2, 2012
is attached for your information and reference. It is also being shared with the other expected
participants in the Forum (i.e. Fund donors who are not on the FC and bilateral donors).

4. Other Items Previously Submitted for Virtual Decision: The following items were presented
in a previous email to the Fund Council (Ref. No. 21-0801-2012) for approval on a 'no objection'
basis.

a) Evaluation Policy as Part of the Common Operational Framework. The 'CGIAR Policy for
Independent External Evaluation' was approved by the Consortium Board on Aug 23, 2012 as
part of the Common Operational Framework (COF), and was sent to the Fund Council for
approval on a 'no objection basis' on Sep 4, 2012. No objection was received during the
comment period, hence the inclusion of the evaluation policy in the COF is considered
approved by the Fund Council.

b) Amended and Restated Fund Use Agreement with FAO Covering the lEA. Following the
approval by the Fund council of the work plan and budget of the Independent Evaluation
Arrangement (lEA) for 2012, the parties involved in the Fund Use Agreement (FUA) with FAO
agreed that one agreement can cover the disbursement of funds to the ISPC, GFAR, and IEA.
The FUA for ISPC and GFAR has therefore been further revised as an amended and restated
agreement in order to add certain terms and conditions for funds from the CGIAR Fund with
respect to System Costs for IEA. The revised FUA was sent to the Fund Council for approval on
a 'no objection' basis on Sep 15, 2012. No objection was received during the comment period,
hence the Amended and Restated Fund Use Agreement with FAO Covering the lEA is
considered approved.

5. Invitation to a Joint Meeting of the Fund Council and Consortium. The idea of holding
periodic meetings between the Fund Council and Consortium is well-supported by FC
members. The convening of a number of events in Uruguay, which will be attended by FC
members, Consortium Board members and Center Director Generals, provides an opportunity
to hold such meeting. This meeting will be held over dinner on Thursday, Nov. 1, 2012
starting at 7:00 pm in Hotel Conrad. Please mark your calendar.

Best wishes,



Jonathan Wadsworth
Executive Secretary
CGIAR Fund Council

fSPC ComTentary on CRP3 5 Final - Sept 24 2012.pdf ISPC cormentary on CRP3 6 Dryland Cereals FINAL 24 Sept 2012.pdf

MI

Provisnnal kgenda of FC9 :Oct 1, 2012,pd

Agenda of CGIAR Funders Forum
2012.pdf

CGIAR Fund Office
1818 H Street, NW, MSN P6-601
Washington, DC 20433 USA
1.202.473.8951 / www.cgiarfund.org

To: Fundcouncil@Lists.Cgiarfund.Org
cc: C.Perezdelcastillo@Cgiar.Org

F.Rijsberman@Cgiar,Org
Pamela R. Crivelli
Kcassmanl@Unl.Edu
Jlottman2@Unl.Edu
R.Malan@Cgiar.Org



APPROVAL OF REVISED CRP PROPOSAL AS OF October 16,2012
(email of Fund Council virtual approval):
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Fw: [Fundcouncil] Documents on IITA issues and Governance in the CGIAR;
CRP Matters: Revised CRP3.5 and CRP3.6 Proposals (Ref. No.
29-1016-2012)
Iftikhar Mostafa to: Loriza Dagdag 10/18/2012 01:23 PM

89509 CGIAR
History: This message has been forwarded.

Iftikhar Mostafa
Governance Adviser
CGIAR Fund Office
The World Bank
1818 H Street NW Washington DC 20433 USA
Tel: +1 202 458 9509, imostafa@worldbank.org

----- Forwarded by Iftikhar Mostafa/Person/World Bank on 10/18/2012 01:23 PM

From: cgiarfund@worldbank,org
To: fundcouncil@lists.cgiarfund.org
Cc: kcassmanl@uni.edu, R.Malan@cgiar.org, c.perezdeicastillo@cgiar.org, f.rijsberman@cgiar.org
Date: 10/16/2012 12:44 PM
Subject: [Fundcouncil] Documents on ITA issues and Governance in the CGIAR: CRP Matters: Revised

CRP3.5 and CRP3.6 Proposals (Ref. No. 29-1016-2012)
Sent by: fundcouncil-bounces@lists.cgiarfund.org

Dear Fund Council Members,

The following items are for your information and reference:

1. Documents on IITA Issues and Governance in the CGIAR.

a) Message from the FC Working Group on IITA Investment Situation (Attachment 1) - This

message was received by the Fund Office from the WG for transmission to Fund Council

members - it has specific reference to the proposed decision to resume funding to all Centers

except IITA, the Consortium's proposal for 2012 transition financing and fund allocation to

CRPs from Window 1. These three items were submitted to the Fund Council in an email dated

Oct 3, 2012 for virtual approval on a 'no objection' basis by tomorrow, Oct 17.

b) Terms of Reference for Independent investigation of IITA's Failed Investment (Attachment

2) - For information

c) IITA Financial Recovery Action Plan (FRAP) (Attachment 3) - This document is in response to

Question 4 which was the only one not responded to in the list of questions raised in the FC

Chair's letter of Sept 13, 2012 to the Consortium. This is for discussion under FC8 Agenda Item

2 - Update on IITA and Governance in the CGIAR

d) IITA FRAP Transmittal Letter to Consortium Board (Attachment 4) - This is a companion

document to Attachment 2 providing an analysis of the IITA FRAP by the Consortium Director

of Finance and Corporate Services.

e) Request for Proposal: CGIAR Consortium Governance Review (Attachment 5) - This



document is a Request for Proposal (RFP) for consultancy to conduct the first phase of the
CGIAR Consortium Governance Review to be commissioned by the Consortium. The need for
such review was previously identified by the Fund Council together with the CGIAR Consortium
and its members. This document is also for discussion under FC8 Agenda Item 2.

The above documents are also posted on the FC8 documents web site at:
http://www.cgiarfund.org/8th fund council meeting. The consultant's report expected from
the independent investigation described in Attachment 2 could not be delivered on the
originally planned date (Oct 15, 2012) because of the delay in completing the contracting
process and of travel-related issues. It is expected to be posted on the FC8 web site by Oct 24,
2012.

2. CRP Matters: Revised CRP3.5 and CRP3.6 Proposals. In a message dated Oct 1, 2012 (Ref.
No. 27- 1001-2012), we presented the revised version of the CRP3.5 - Grain Legumes and
CRP3.6 - Dryland Cereals proposals submitted by the Consortium for Fund Council's virtual
approval on a 'no objection' basis. We would like to inform you that no objection was received
from any Fund Council member during the comment period. The revised CRP3.5 and CRP3.6
proposals are therefore considered approved.

With best wishes,

Jonathan Wadsworth
Executive Secretary
CGIAR Fund Council

Attachment 1 (See attached file: Message from Fund Council Working Group on IITA investment
siuation.p4l) Attachment 2 - (See aftachedfile: TOR CGIAR consultant final, september
25 pdf) Attachment 3 - (See attached file: HTA Recovery Action Plan - Final Version - Oct 8.pdj)
Attachment 4 - (See attached file: I7A Plan transmittal letter to CB-GBM Oct 8.pdf)
Attachment 5 - (See attached file: RFlP - CGIAR Consortium Governance Review.pdj)

CGIAR Fund Office
1818 H Street, NW, MSN P6-601
Washington, DC 20433 USA

I
1.202.473.8951 / www.cgiarfund.org TOR CGIAR consultant final, september 25.pdf

RFP - CGIAR Consortium Governance Review.pdf

IITA Recovery Action Plan - Final Version - Oct 8.pdf

ITA Plan transmittal letter to CB-GBM Oct 8.pdf

Message from Fund Council Working Group on lITA investment situation.pdf

To: Loriza Dagdag



EXHIBIT 3

ISPC COMMENTARY ON THE PROPOSAL FOR CRP 3.6:

DRYLAND CEREALS - A GLOBAL ALLIANCE FOR IMPROVING FOOD SECURITY,

NUTRITION AND ECONOMIC GROWTH FOR THE WORLD'S MOST VULNERABLE
POOR
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INDEPENDENT SCIENCE &
PARTNERSHIP COUNCIL

CGIAR
13 October 2011

ISPC Commentary on the proposal CRP 3.6: Dryland Cereals

The ISPC reviewed CRP 3.6 on Dryland Cereals in parallel with CRP 3.5 (on grain legumes) and
noted many similarities in the basic characteristics of the programs and in their management and
governance construct. Both CRPs are led by ICRISAT, and both propose research on a set of crops
that are in the CGIAR Centers' current research portfolio. In addition, both are similar in having to
rationalize the budget (i.e. more for less) typically in relatively harsh, high risk, rainfed environments.
In consequence, there are several areas where the ISPC's observations in the commentaries to these
two CRPs are similar.

Summary

CRP3.6 on Dryland Cereals aims to develop an integrated program of research on four dryland crops
(barley, finger millet, pearl millet and sorghum) that are typically grown in harsh production areas of
West and Central Africa (WCA), Eastern and Southern Africa (ESA), Central and West Asia and
North Africa (CWANA), and South Asia (SA). ICRISAT (lead Center) and ICARDA are the CGIAR
proponents for this program, which calls for expanding research investment on dryland cereals from
current levels. Justification for this increase is the projected population growth and associated growth
in demand for these crops, as estimated by IFPRI's IMPACT model. Proponents argue that the target
areas in Asia and Africa contain pockets of poverty where resource poor farmers, who are among the
most vulnerable and food insecure in the world, depend on CRP 3.6 cereals. It is also argued that
increasing yields and productivity with these crops is particularly challenging-especially on the drier
margins--due to environmental constraints and the likely effects of climate change. Although both
economic and social reasons are presented for why the CGIAR should invest in these staples grown in
dryland areas, the proposal does not explicitly demonstrate why and how the CRP would have clear
added value over the individual Centers' programs as they now exist.

The ISPC acknowledges the weakness of the Strategy and Results Framework (SRF) in providing
guidance to the CRP proponents on the emphasis to be placed on minor cereals within the CRP
portfolio. To overcome this, the proponents need to demonstrate the relative importance of the dryland
cereals to the CGIAR goals and the value-added from addressing them in one CRP (the same
requirement applies to the grain legumes described in CRP 3.5). For consistency, a comparison can be
made with the other crop-oriented programs. As reflected in the SRF, the CGIAR has always found
strong rationale to work on rice, wheat and maize, which are the three major staples in developing
countries. There are well documented impacts from research on these three crops confirming a strong
track record. For dryland cereals the niche is smaller and more focused on marginal areas and the
documented varietal adoption and yield impacts from previous CGIAR efforts have been considerably
fewer although still impressive.

CRP 3.6 (in a fashion similar to CRP3.5) pulls together research on a set of crops that to a variable
extent have commonalities, except for the environments where they are grown. It is necessary to think
through what role each crop plays in contributing to the CGIAR objectives (SLOs) and planning how
to improve the likelihood of delivering the proposed effects. The revised CRP proposal needs to make
the arguments de novo and in relation to the research and developmental constraints in the clearly
defined production systems targeted-not accepting current crop choices and research as a given.
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Overall, the objectives in CRP3.6 are reasonably clear and an attempt has been made to link them to

the System-level objectives (SLOs) in the SRF. The activities are generally well laid out, and
milestones and partnerships are provided. The text suffers from being repetitive (and therefore rather

long), and in some places contains unreferenced and poorly connected components. There are also

inconsistencies, for instance in data given as justification.

However, more fundamentally, the ISPC argues that the basis for this proposal and hence the

justification for an increase in funding levels for dryland cereal crop research needs to be made

clearer. The demand estimates (for the targeted cereals) appear very high and therefore the
underpinning assumptions should be more transparent and quantitative. The estimates of poor people
living in dry areas includes other cropping systems such as rice-wheat where these cereals play a
minor role and thus the figure of 650 million overestimates the actual number of poor people
dependent on the CRP3.6 crops. A better analysis of demand and consumption dynamics would be

appropriate because future demand is likely to be affected by other uses than just human consumption.
This, in turn, makes it unclear how the poor will benefit from the research either as producers or as
consumers, and what the magnitude of the expected benefits will be.

It is clear that adoption of new technologies will be particularly challenging for CRP3.6 given the
environmental constraints to production (further exacerbated by climate change in dryland regions),
and the circumstances of the targeted beneficiaries in terms of risk, infrastructure, support systems and
extension services, etc. Yet there is a lack of rigorous analysis of why impacts in the past have been
limited among the poor and vulnerable. To a large extent, the proposal is a presentation of past and
current activities and approaches. Although overall variety adoption for some of these cereals has been
high, except in Africa, it seems essential to pioneer new approaches to break the past record of slow
progress in the more challenging regions and environments. Furthermore, the theory of change and the
impact pathways presented in the proposal assume a mostly linear track, which is not realistic given
the challenging circumstances of agriculture in dryland regions. Indeed, impact pathways are
presented in a very generic manner, without analysis of the constraining factors, feedback loops and
specific opportunities for the particular crops and target domains. The proposal thus reflects a sense of
continuing current commodity research under a CRP umbrella, without much change.

The justification for including the four cereal crops is primarily based on the fact that they are grown
in harsh, water-limited environments. It isn't obvious from the CRP how four commodity programs
can be efficiently integrated for added value. The proposal would benefit from crop-specific analysis
of the opportunities and challenges on the basis of past experience and advances in research, and crop-
specific breeding and dissemination strategies with elaboration of where there are clearest synergies
and best opportunities for integration. The crop-specific analysis should include matching research
opportunities with the likelihood of having impact on the target populations who are the poor and
vulnerable in dryland areas. A different prioritization among crops might result from such analysis.

The ISPC observes some shortcomings with the proposed management and governance arrangements
in CRP3.6, similar to those in CRP3.5. Effective management and leadership of the program is diluted
by giving the CRP Director too limited authority and almost no resources to manage a program with a
projected annual operating budget in the range of USD50 million. Effective coordination of the six
Strategic Objectives seems to be undermined by allocating only 25% of the time of those six staff
members who have the coordination responsibility. Two of the proposed management structures, the
Steering Committee and the Research Management Team, have similar representation by the primary
partners and allow too little independent, disinterested decision making. The R4D Advisory Panel as
described is too ad hoc and not sufficiently resourced.

The ISPC recommends that CRP 3.6 be approved subject to substantial revisions and
resubmission, taking into account the detailed commentary that follows, with emphasis on:

* An improved analysis and presentation of the target populations who can realistically be
expected to benefit from the CRP 3.6 research;
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* Better justification and prioritization of the proposed work plans on a crop-specific basis and

identification where efficiencies can be gained by pooling research efforts across two or more

of the dryland cereals;
* Reduction of the scope of research in terms of crops and target areas when a clear case for the

likely effectiveness of the research at scale cannot be made.

* Analysis of the large array of current work with the aim of identifying barriers to adoption and

shifting to new areas of innovative research and approaches to overcome these barriers.

* Presentation of new and innovative approaches to overcome constraints to adoption of the

range of technologies by the poor and vulnerable, particularly in Africa, and to increase the

likelihood of impacts in their livelihoods;
* Realistic and research-specific impact pathways that carefully address the conditioning factors

and incorporate feed-back loops. Better integration of CRP3.6 with CRPI1 (Dryland

Systems) is needed, as well as justification for their separate identities or merger, and there

needs to be a plan to monitor the impact pathways for CRP 3.6 cereals research drawing

lessons from both CRPs.
* In management and governance, a more streamlined structure is needed that provides for

independence in decision making, monitoring and evaluation. (i) The Advisory Panel needs to

be more appropriately structured and resourced with formal oversight by lead-Center Board;

(ii) redundancies in the Steering Committee and the Program Management Team need to be

addressed; (iii) the role and authority of the CRP Director needs to be strengthened; and (iv)
the CRP management functions central to the success of the program, including

communications, resource mobilization, and program evaluation, need to be clarified,

adequately resourced and managed.

1. Strategic coherence and clarity of Program objectives
The research agenda presented in six Strategic Objectives (SOs) is coherent within the context of the

SRF and in relation to the overarching mission of the CGIAR and there are explicit links from

program objectives to the SRF. The problems addressed are important for improving the contribution

of dryland cereals to the livelihoods of the targeted beneficiaries. The SOs are interlinked; with SOI

on targeting research and S02 on genetic resources feeding into S03 on breeding and S04 on crop

management, while SO5 on seed and S06 on post-harvest address technology dissemination and

value-addition. The budgetary emphasis of the proposal is on improving yields.

The ISPC raises some issues about the overall justification for the program. On the demand side the

estimates for people who could benefit (650 million) seem very high. Assumptions underpinning the

predictions from the IFPRI IMPACT model would need to be critically evaluated. On the basis of the

figures presented in the proposal 250-300 million poor seems a more appropriate figure with poor

people in the rice-wheat systems in South Asia and maize systems in Africa being excluded. Demand

for research is likely affected by the hesitance of farmers in investing in technology for dryland crops

given the high production risks and potentially low demand by users. This is acknowledged in the

proposal but not assessed further. It would be appropriate to follow-up on these issues in designing

work for SO1 and in looking for crop management possibilities specifically to address risks.

Moreover, it seems likely that the role of dryland cereals for food security is declining under

urbanization and shifts in diet. Given that per capita consumption for these crops is falling almost

everywhere, increased demand is coming from feed and other uses, such as brewing. There is no

discussion of how the poor might participate in this growth, either as producers or consumers. Given

that the new demands are income elastic, the assumption is that the poor will participate less than in

the past, when demand came from food uses. The forecast of demand may be affected if hotter and

drier seasons increase the attractiveness of these relatively hardy cereals in wider geographic regions.

Indeed, supply side motives could be more strongly presented. The proposal suggests likely serious

implications of climate change pressures on dryland crops' productivity. The consequent need for

interventions to reduce these systems' vulnerability appears a very strong motive which is not fully

highlighted as a justification of the program, beyond quoting forecasts of negative yield effects.
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In the proposal, priorities are shown by cropping system but it would have been more useful if
priorities were also presented in an equivalent way across the systems. There are large differences in
the prevalence of poverty and in capacity between the targeted regions. CWANA (low relative poverty
and very small area for dryland cereals except for barley) does not appear to be a high priority region.
Other questions on prioritization are: why pastoral areas of millet in WCA are included but pastoral
area of sorghum (2m ha) are not, and why barley in SA is included although the area is smaller than
the cut-off size (given as 800,000 ha or I million ha in different parts of the proposal)? Furthermore,
differences in R&D capacity (which are sometimes significant), could have been a factor in
prioritization. In general, capacity in the target environments is limited, but in India it is significant.

The justification for including the four cereals-sorghum, pearl and finger millet, and barley-in the
same program is given on the basis of the similarly harsh environments in which they are grown.
Common issues are the need for drought tolerance and the dual-purpose value for these crops as grain
and fodder. Dissimilarities include breeding systems and characteristics of the target beneficiary
groups who typically depend on these crops. In reality, integrating research on barley, the two millets
and sorghum is likely to be challenging. For barley, the poverty focus is less clear than for sorghum
and millets. With regard to finger millet, the resources devoted to it appear minimal, being limited to
one project aimed at using genetic male sterility to facilitate the development of breeding and research
populations. While there is no explicit breakdown of costings on a crop basis, which would have been
informative, the obviously limited research on finger millet raises the question of why it was included
in the proposal at all. Furthermore, the area sown to the crop is relatively small. Both for barley and
for finger millet there is a requirement for a stronger justification for inclusion in the CRP and a
strategy for generating impact among the poor. The CRP on dryland farming systems provides an
opportunity to carry out work on crops such as finger millet if deemed critical to the research of that
CRP.

In conclusion, the justification for focusing research on selected dryland crops could be good, but the
inclusion of all the target regions and crops with the volume of activity proposed is not clear.

2. Delivery focus and plausibility of impact
The Proposal puts a strong emphasis on delivery and potential impact. It focuses on the requirements
of small landholders, especially female farmers, and aims to deal directly with these landholders and
their concerns, mostly through regional partners. Impact pathways, however, are presented in a
generic way without the specificity required by this particular CRP and assuming a simple linear tract.
The impact pathways lack the detail that ought to derive from the crops and target prioritization, and
they suggest few measures along the pathway for evaluation and adjustment. For example, regarding
crop management technologies, extension is not considered. For comparison, CRPI.1, in which both
ICARDA and ICRISAT participate, presents a much more nuanced construct for impact pathways
recognising the obvious feed-back loops. Given very likely constraints such as poor markets, high risk,
poor education levels etc. achieving widespread adoption has been, and will likely continue to be,
difficult. It is hard to see how the activities in CRP3.6 will lead to some of the principle impacts
depicted in Figure 1; for instance "improved gender equity and smallholder farmer organization" and"reduced environmental footprint in [dryland crop] production/and or processing". Furthermore, the
disaggregated presentation of impact pathways for each SO leads to de-emphasis of the inter-linkages
between the SOs. The sections on lessons learned are not consistently referenced, for instance in
identifying the source of those lessons or how they are used in impact pathway design.

The presentation of contributions to the SLOs and vision of success is simple, but not very convincing.
The "theory of change" encapsulated in the conceptual framework of the CRP promises to speed up
progress substantially. It presents a rather conventional approach predicting a similar change process
which in the past resulted in substantial benefits in some cereal improvement in the CGIAR. However,
as is discussed later under the Quality of science section, previous efforts on the dryland cereals have
led to very limited impacts on the poorest and most vulnerable, and this proposal does not analyse the
effectiveness of past efforts. There are no data on how the yield increases and the probability of
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success were estimated. Behavioural parameters such as income elasticities should have been used and

better baselines would be needed for linking the projections to current realities. The program projects
an annual increase in productivity of about 1.9%, but the grounds on which these changes in trends are

predicted should be more carefully presented.

Commendably, a complete value-chain of agricultural R&D and its consequences from the lab to the

consumer are considered and the proponents recognize the pivotal role of the small landholders in that

chain. It is also very positive that women, who are the majority of farmers in most areas, are explicitly

targeted involving participatory research. Such partnerships can bring about continuous on-farm

testing of potential innovations in cultivars and agronomy, and thereby foster continuing adaptive
research. Opportunities for many feed-back loops exist to provide focus throughout the chain.

Milestones are quite clearly presented but are not very specific, and outcomes are often not

substantiated. The timeframe for success to achieve farm-level production increases appears
unrealistically optimistic. Reaching new breeding goals for such difficult environments - and for the

effects to be visible in the field - are likely to take longer than described. Also, substantial agronomic

innovation takes a long time to develop, particularly for highly variable environments, and time for

widespread adoption to occur could be considerable, particularly if the required infrastructures are

lacking.

In the proposal, gender features both at a generic level and in SO descriptions and there is an annex on

gender. This makes the presentations repetitive but there are very few instances where a specific

challenge and possible intervention are mentioned. A very positive feature is that gender issues will be

addressed in the development of new varieties. It will be important that the requisite expertise on

gender will be available either in the Centers or among partners. With 6% of the budget occupied by

gender research and analysis, the content should be more substantial. While capacity strengthening is
mentioned for all the SOs, capacity is not addressed with the thoroughness it deserves. CRP 3.6 is,

appropriately, planning to collaborate with universities and AGRA on capacity building but what is

lacking in the proposal is an indication of the volume of this activity and the budget for it.

3. Quality of science
The proposed research and the approaches are generally solid, representing current practices. The lead

Center and key partners of the CRP have good track records in crop improvement research. However,
while the proposal is optimistic on some of its expected outcomes, it lacks ambition and clear

innovation that would allow the projection to be considered credible. There is a lack of hypothesis-

driven research; the proposal doesn't actually present testable research hypotheses for any of the SOs.

Apart from putting the dryland cereals into one CRP, rather than the two Centers in which they are

handled now, there is not much ambition in the research program which could draw a lot more from

the new expanded partnership. As mentioned earlier, the lessons are not effectively analyzed to help

shape a new research agenda. There is ample reference to "innovations" but those suggested constitute

a rather mixed picture and in the specific section Program Innovations five of the six examples are

from SOs 2 and 3. As production risks due to drought are a major constraint for production of these

commodities, more innovative approaches on ways to reduce such risks could be expected from this

program, both through technologies as well as institutional innovations. This, coupled with the

proposal to largely continue past and present approaches, suggests that opportunities have not been

captured to harness a new program to deliver results more effectively for the intended beneficiaries.

There are areas that warrant further consideration and clarity. It is common that credible information

is lacking on the relative performance of improved varieties under realistic production constraints,
which are typically not represented in sites where varietal performance is tested by Centers and

NARS. This is a constraint, as spill-over to smallholder agriculture and resource poor farmers is

limited. Co-location of trials and poverty could be checked with respect to the priority regions for

targeting varietal assessment in these particularly challenging environments. A case by case
evaluation of the current situation by breeders and agronomists would help design and facilitate the

elaboration of crop-specific breeding strategies for the cereals to be included in this CRP. The
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estimates on progress should be based on past performance and presented in a crop by crop basis. This
is particularly relevant for hybrid breeding which is emphasized in the proposal and where the private
sector will be engaged from the start. A more thorough discussion on the biological and
socioeconomic constraints encountered in current hybrid breeding in SSA (WCA) should be the basis
for planning future strategies. Providing farmers with relevant information on varietal performance,
yield comparisons and crop management options will be a key issue for adoption to occur.

There is frequent reference to dealing with abiotic stresses, as though these are a generic problem with
possibly generic solutions. This view has proven so far to be barren, especially in relation to generic
"drought tolerance". There are no compelling reasons to expect that it will be any more useful in the
future. Instead, treating water as a limiting resource has proven to be much more effective in
generating penetrating testable hypotheses that have resulted in more effective use of whatever water
is available through a combination of genetic improvement and modification of agronomic practices.
Applying this approach in the target areas would certainly count as an important IPG.

With regard to the dual-purpose nature of the target crops, the proponents are confident that there are
good prospects for improving both the quality and amount of grain and stover without trade-offs. This
view ought to be challenged based on fundamental underpinning science. Further, there is the tension
between maintaining good ground cover to protect the soil surface during fallow periods, and
requirements for generating feed for livestock. This tension is not recognised in the suggested work on
conservation agriculture. These important researchable issues deserve consideration.

Seed delivery is an important issue for this CRP, which faces serious challenges because (except for
hybrid pearl millet and sorghum) commercial possibilities are limited. ICARDA and ICRISAT have
both dedicated a great deal of effort to seed system analysis and development and it is therefore
disappointing that the document does not adequately reflect that experience and expertise. The
material on seed-related activities (p200-203) is poorly constructed and unfocused and the milestones
are fuzzy. The activities and role of the CRP with regard to farmer-based seed enterprises need to be
clarified. It would be important to evaluate those types of enterprises that were established in the past
to learn lessons. Efforts to ensure that new varieties are widely available can interfere with attempts to
establish viable commercial entities. In general, the CGIAR's considerable efforts on seed systems
have not been very effective, especially in Africa. Source seed (breeder seed and foundation seed)
from public agencies is appropriately identified as a particular bottleneck and this is something that
ICRISAT and ICARDA can work on for their crops. Moving further down the chain, towards
commercial seed, marketing and regulations, the CGIAR Centers (or CRPs) must work together rather
than each one going it alone in setting up local systems. Previous involvement in regional initiatives
should be referenced and lessons learnt.

Given the nature of the crops involved, having the SO] on targeting research is commendable.
However, the description of planned activities could be clearer; for instance regarding difference
between "value chain analyses" and "analysis of sub-sector". Because many of the non-food or non-
traditional uses of these crops will be determined by industries (brewing, biofuel, etc) that are "beyond
the control" of the CRP, it will be important for the CRP to carefully monitor the development and
needs of these industries and how that affects CRP targeting and potential impact on SLOs. A few
priority examples of the specific value chains/locations to be examined would be helpful. It is too
broad to "...document the R4D in value addition of all the dry land cereals".

Social science research components are included in SOl, 4 and 6 where they are most appropriate.
The social science methods do not represent current state-of-the art, and it maybe appropriate to link
with other providers of social science expertise, including CRP2/IFPRI, and the substantial social and
institutional work required in the approaches advanced for CRP1.1. The sections on communication
and information convey an unclear picture of what is planned, as references are only to rural radio.
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4. Quality of research and development partners and partnership management
A complex integrated program such as CRP3.6 cannot be operated without full participation of a host
of partners. This is well recognized and relevant international and national partners are apparently
included in the proposal. The potential to collaborate and the risks of potential duplication of effort
appear to have been evaluated realistically. With regard to new partnerships, the need of which is
acknowledged, particularly for S04 and 6, the partner lists are generic and there are not yet anticipated
contributions to outputs. Potential partners include very diverse kinds; uncovering, enlisting and
managing these partnerships will be critical and require resources. It can be noted that the lead
Center's track record of building entrepreneurial relationships is good. Alternative suppliers are
discussed cursorily, merely asserting their scarcity. A better discussion is needed on how efforts at the
national level, particularly by ICAR and EMBRAPA, complement those by the CGIAR.

The CRP's plan to interact and coordinate with other CRPs is well articulated and reflects a good
assessment of where the potential linkages exist. There are, however, several important issues. CRPl .1
and CRP3.6 are very close in subject matter and expected outcomes due to the commonality of dry
areas. Many crop improvement activities are proposed to be done in conjunction with CRP 1.1, and this
mode of operation applies particularly to S04 on crop, pest and diseases management. Management
of the program component in conjunction will pose a challenge. Several other CRPs are likely to deal
with the same farming systems; relevant components include agro-forestry in CRP6 and grain legumes
in CRP3.5. The characteristics of the dryland crops in CRP3.6 link it with CRP7. The opportunities
for stronger link with the CRPs for wheat (in relation to barley) and maize (in relation to sorghum) on
pest and diseases could be explored. Seed systems work requires collaboration between all crop or
policy-based CRP and recognizing others working in this area (e.g. AGRA).

There clearly is scope to streamline and manage breeding efforts across commodity oriented CRPs to
benefit from obvious synergies. This would include consideration of shared services and use of
information coming from genomics and proteomics, soil and climate databases, socio-economic data
and information etc. The plan for CRP 3.6 to outsource a number of analyses to institutions outside
the CGIAR is considered appropriate.

There is some evidence of the participation of partners in the research planning process, but it seems
only core partners were involved in the program design. Regional consultations have been held, but
the extent to which they have influenced proposal development is unclear. The level of involvement of
NARS, private sector and Community Based Organizations is not clear, particularly regarding new
and potential partners. Considering the complexity of partnership management, the time and attention
given to management is too limited, as is discussed in the next section.

5. Appropriateness and efficiency of Program management
There are similarities in the management and governance structures of the CRPs 3.5 and 3.6 where
ICRISAT is the lead-Center and many of the ISPC's observations on these two CRPs are the same.
The proposed structure for CRP 3.6 management and oversight includes:

* A Steering Committee (SC) of approximately 12, initially comprising the "top leaders (or their
designates) of the major partners-including regional/sub-regional organizations, IARCs,
NARS, ARIs and private sector organizations..." (p103), to oversee strategic direction,
monitoring of overall performance, and improvements to operational mechanisms

* The CRP Director, whose duties include external communications and research mobilization
* A Research Management Team (RMT), comprising the coordinators of the six SOs as well as

the research directors from key partners not represented by coordinators
* An R4D Advisory Panel of six to 10 members to provide input and advice primarily to the

RMT

The lead Center, ICRISAT provides an unspecified range of financial and management services to the
CRP and its DG acts as chair of the SC for an initial period. No executive office or program
management staff other than the CRP Director is described in the proposal. The six positions
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dedicated to coordination of the strategic objectives are budgeted to spend 25% of their time on the
responsibilities that attach to the RMT. This limited time means that they can hardly be considered
managers of the strategic objectives much less a management staff for the overall program, the
challenges of which should not be overlooked.

Both the SC and the RMT are problematic. Each is essentially wholly representative of the primary
partners. All primary partners are represented on the SC and each is guaranteed a spot on the RMT.
The roles of both the SC and the RMT in priority setting and resource allocation fail to provide any
formal space for independent, disinterested decision making; instead they have significant potential to
preserve the status quo. The impulse behind the structure may be to build transparency among
partners and enable consensus but the effect is to create a drag on the potential for genuine leadership
and innovation. Between the SC and the RMT there is very little incentive to move past the
aggregation of existing projects, partnerships and funding that characterize the start up of the CRP to
create a program with its own priorities and accomplishments that has the capacity to attract the
influence and resources needed to advance its goals.

Although the R4D Advisory Panel offers a mechanism for engaging scientific and development
advisors from outside the partnership circle, it is primarily an input to the RMT with the potential for
additional interaction with the SC. It has no formal or informal relationship with the ICRISAT
governing board. Finally, its name subtly but effectively signals its standing in the structure-it is a
panel, not a committee, and its members are described as being part of a "pool." The budget
allocation for is further proof of the intended limits of its role.

The CRP Director has not been given the scope of work or sufficient authority to manage a program
with a projected annual operating budget in the range of USD25 million. The fact that the position
will be internationally recruited and compensated accordingly does not offset the limited conception of
the position. The Director is expected to serve as the public representative of the CRP, helping to raise
its profile and the value of its work, to lead partner/donor relations, and to be active in resource
mobilization. Despite this, the position does not appear to have any authority-to appoint a
management team or to evaluate the performance of team members, to provide genuine leadership for
the achievement of the program's strategic goals, or to shape ongoing planning.

Program management appears to have no staff dedicated to it but relies on ICRISAT for unspecified
management support. Although the proposal demonstrates a nuanced understanding of the value of
both communications and knowledge sharing (p105), and the differences between them, no ideas are
presented as to how a more externally focused communications strategy designed to raise awareness
about dryland cereals and build interest at a global level will be coordinated or managed. All of the
resources for communications and knowledge sharing are embedded within a strategic objective. To
assert that "the program's communication action plan [will be implemented] at all levels and be
carried out by many of those involved in the R4D work" (p1 06) suggests that eventually nobody may
be in charge. A comparable challenge can be anticipated in resource mobilization.

Assigning both of these important tasks to the CRP Director and then expecting the program to acquire
capacity on an ad hoc basis is unrealistic. Neither of the Centers has approached these tasks in this
way as part of their management structure, and for a reason. It is possible to subcontract for backroom
functions like financial services and HR; it is much more difficult to subcontract for an ambitious
communications program or professional resource mobilization, particularly if the Centers continue to
maintain corporate identities and seek resources for programs that fall outside of the CRP.

6. Clear accountability and financial soundness, and efficiency of governance
The total budget for the project over three years is projected to be USD77.7 million, which includes a
funding gap of USD24.8 million. Although each of the CGIAR Centers is assigned a portion of the
funding gap, the presentation of the budget by SO and by region (tables 13 and 14) does not
demonstrate where funding gaps in the program are anticipated to occur. It is therefore not possible to
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see where a potential shortfall will have the greatest impact, nor is a contingency budget presented that

illustrates how resources will be allocated in the event that the additional funds are not raised.

The CRP Management Budget allocates a significant percentage (30%) of its USD2 million budget to

meetings that enable the full representation and participation of partners at three points in the

program's governance and management (SC, RMT, Global and Regional Coordination Meetings).

The Advisory Panel is provided with approximately USD16,000 a year to support the participation of

its pool of six to 10 advisors. The imbalance is indicative of an inherent problem with the structure.

The Advisory Panel has the potential to bring together expertise and perspectives of value to the

program and to provide a more independent level of planning and oversight than currently exists in the

proposal. The Panel's role is to "provide independent guidance on strategic planning, new R4D

opportunities, and research progress across the CRP agenda" (pl). It is proposed to have six to 10

members appointed by the SC based on recommendations by the RMT.

The proposal does not envision the Panel meeting as a group on any consistent basis, rather the Panel

is intended to provide the program with a pool of experts who can be tapped a few at a time to

participate in meetings of the research team, or occasionally the SC. Aside from a three-year term for

appointments to the Panel, there is no other structure proposed-no regular meeting as a Panel; no

leadership structure; no link, formal or informal, to ICRISAT's governing body. Although there is a

reference to its role in evaluation of the CRP's performance, there is no realistic way it could

effectively fulfill this function given its lack of structure and support. As noted earlier, the budget for

supporting the work of the Panel is minimal.

The management structure has two bodies that are insufficiently independent, and one without the

mandate and structure to be effective or fully useful. The CRP needs to establish a mechanism that

can support its accountability, increase the transparency and independence of decision making, and

reduce any potential risk of affirming the status quo at the expense of the CRFP's potential impact.

At present, the Centers and other partners are given adequate opportunities to observe the program and

strengthen it through the involvement of their research staff on the management team as well as

participation in twice yearly global and regional coordination meetings. The SC as described would

seem to be superfluous and counterproductive.

With that in mind and to strengthen the management and governance of CRP 3.6, the following

recommendations are offered:
* Strengthen the structure and terms of reference for the Advisory Panel to give it a more

substantial role in monitoring and evaluation, and in recommending program priorities and

resource allocations. Provide a mechanism that allows a DG or equivalent from one of the

primary partners to be a member of the Panel, in addition to the DG of the lead Center who

can serve ex officio.
* Establish a chair for the Panel, who is elected from among the members of the Panel, and who

has reporting links ICRISAT's DG and board chair on the progress of the CRP

* Eliminate the SC and redistributed its proposed functions to the Advisory Panel, the RMT, or

the CRP Director as appropriate.
* Strengthen the role and authority of the Director sufficient to lead and manage the program in

an effective way. The evaluation of the Director's performance (and future recruitment)

should include the chair of the Advisory Panel. The reporting relationships between the

Director and the members of the RMT should also be strengthened to increase the ability of

the Director to manage for performance.
* Identify more clearly the management activities that will be undertaken by the program office

or management unit to assure that functions central to the success of the program, including

communications, resource mobilization, and program evaluation, are adequately resourced and

managed.

9


